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Honorable Sir:
This brief is in furtherance of the Notice of Appeal, which was timely filed in

connection with the above-captioned application on August 1, 2005, the Notice of
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Appeal being received in the PTO on August 4, 2005. This Brief is being filed under the
provisions of 37 CFR §41.37 and its related requirements.
A separate Petition for Extension of Time Under 37 CFR §1.136(a) is included

herewith. The fees required under 37 CFR 1.17(F) are also being submitted herewith.

1. Real Party in Interest

The real party in interest in Pilkington North America, Inc. The assignment to
Pilkington North America, Inc. was recorded on November 29, 2001, at reel 012345,

frame 0075.

2. Related Appeals and Interferences

There is no known appeal or interference which will directly affect, or be directly

affected by, or have a bearing on, the Board’s decision in this Appeal.

3. Status of Claims

On August 1, 2005, applicant submitted a Notice of Appeal in connection with the
subject application, appealing the final rejection of claims 23-38.

The status of each of the claims is as follows:

1. | Claims cancelled: 1-22;

2. Claims withdrawn from consideration but not cancelled: None;

3. Claims pending: 23-38;

4. Claims allowed: None;

5. Claims rejected: 23-38.
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The claims on appeal are 23-38. A copy of the claims on file is submitted in the

attached Claims Appendix.

4. Status of Amendments

No amendment was filed subsequent to the final rejection of the application by

the Office Action of July 18, 2005.

5. Summary of Claimed Subject Matter

The present invention, as defined by independent claims 23, defines a method of
adhering an item 24 to an area 20 of an exterior surface 12 of the exterior of a vehicle
glazing on which a hydrophobic coating has previously been disposed. In order to
securely adhere the item 24, e.g., an item of hardware, to the surface 12 of the glass
sheet or panel comprising the exterior surface 12 of vehicle glazing, the hydrophobic
coating must be selectively removed. Precise removal of the hydrophobic coating is
accomplished by irrédiating the selected area with short wavelength UV radiation having
a dominant wavelength in the range of 100 nm to 200 nm.

The item may then be adhered to the area 20 of the exterior surface 12 of glass
sheet or panel from which the hydrophobic coating has been removed by a suitable
method.

The invention as defined in claim 23 is best illustrated in Fig. 1, showing the
coated glass (10,12) being exposed to the short wavelength UV light, the UV radiation
emanating from a device 14, preferably an excime.r lamp. Fig. 2 shows the coated glass

(10,12) after exposure to the short wavelength UV light, so that area 20 is substantially
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free of the hydrophobic coating 12. Fig. 3 shows an item of hardware 24 adhered by a
suitable adhesive 22 to the area 20 from which the hydrophobic coating was removed.
Figs. 4 and 5 show the water contact angle 26 of a water droplet‘re|ative to the surface
of the glass sheet before (Fig. 4) and after (Fig. 5) the removal of the hydrophobic
coating.

Support for the present invention as defined in claim 23, can be found throughout
the specification of the subject application, but in particular page 2, paragraphs 4 and 5
(Summary of the Invention). The Detailed Description of the Invention, beginning at

page 3, through page 5, paragraph 3, further describes the invention.

6. Grounds for Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal.

On July 18, 2005, the Examiner issued a second Office Action in connection with
the RCE application filed by applicant on October 18, 2004. This Office Action was
made final. While the Examiner did withdraw several rejections in light of applicant’s
Amendment of May 9, 2005, the Examiner, nonetheless, maintained a significant
number of rejections of all of the pending claims, namely, claims 23-38.

a) Claims 23-24 and 26-33 were rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being
unpatentable over JP 2001-146439 to Yoshinori et al., in view of U.S. Patent No.
4,543,283 to Curtze et al. and U.S. Patent No. 5,556,667 to Teranishi et al.

b) Claim 25 was rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over
JP 2001-146439 to Yoshinori et al., U.S. Patent No. 4,543,283 to Curtze et al. and U.S.
Patent No. 5,556,667 to Teranishi et al., and further in view of U.S. Patent No.

5,763,892 to Kizaki et al.
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C) Claims 34-35 and 37-38 were rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being
unpatentable over JP 2001-146439 to Yoshinori et al., U.S. Patent No. 4,543,283 to
Curtze et al. and U.S. Patent No. 5,556, 667 to Teranishi et al., and further in view of
the collective teachings of U.S. Patent No. 5,131,967 to Tweadey et al. and U.S. Patent
No. 4,931,125 to Volkmann et al.

d) Claim 36 was rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over
JP 2001-146439 to Yoshinori et al., U.S. Patent No. 4,543,283 to Curtze et al., U.S.
Patent No. 5,556,667 to Teranishi et al. and the collective teachings of U.S. Patent No.
5,131,967 to Tweadey et al. and U.S. Patent No. 4,931,125 to Volkmann et al., and
further in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,673,892 to Kizaki et al.

e) Claims 23-24 and 26-33 were rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being
unpatentable over the prior art referred to in U.S. Patent No. 5,556,667 to Teranishi et
al., in view of U.S. Patent No. 4,543,283 to Curtze et al. and JP 2001-146439 to
Yoshinori et al., and/or U.S. Patent No. 6,316,059 to Van Der Putten et al.

f) Claim 25 was rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over
U.S. Patent No. 5,556,667 to Teranishi et al., U.S. Patent No. 4,543,283 to Curtze et al.,
and JP 2001-146439 to Yoshinori et al., and/or U.S. Patent No. 6,316,059 to Vander
Putten et al.

a) Claims 34-35 and 37-38 were rejected under 35 USC 102(a) as being
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,556,667 to Teranishi et al., U.S. Patent No.
4,543,283 to Curtze et al. and JP 2001-146439 to Yoshinori et al., and/or U.S. Patent
No. 6,316,059 and further in view of the collective teachings of U.S. Patent No.

5,131,967 to Tweadey et al., and U.S. Patent No. 4,931,125 to Volkmann et al.
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h) Claim 36 was rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over
U.S. Patent No. 5,556,667 to Teranishi et al., U.S. Patent No. 4,543,283 to Curtze et al.,
JP 2001-146439 to Yoshinori et al., and/or U.S. Patent No. 6,316,059 to Vander Putten
et al., and the collective teachings of U.S. Patent No. 5,131,967 to Tweadey et al., and
U.S. Patent No. 4,931,125 to Volkmann et al., and further in view of U.S. Patent No.
5,763,892 to Kizaki et al.

i) Claims 23-24 and 26-33 were rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being
unpatentable over FR 2793889 to Anderson, in view of U.S. Patent No. 4,543,283 to
Curtze et al. and also in view of JP 2001-146439 to Yoshinori et al. and/or U.S. Patent
No. 6,316,059 to Vander Putten et al.

)] Claim 25 was rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over
FR 2793889 to Anderson, U.S. Patent No. 4,543,283 to Curtze et al. and JP 2001-
146439 to Yoshinori et al. and/or U.S. Patent no. 6,316,059 to Vander Putten et al. and
further in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,763,892 to Kizaki et al.

k) | Claim 34-35 and 37-38 were rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being
unpatentable over FR 2793889, U.S. Patent No. 4,543,283 to Curtze et al. and JP
2001-146439 to Yoshinori et al., and/or U.S. Patent No. 6,316,059 to Vander Putten et.
al., and further in view of the collective teachings of U.S. Patent No. 5,131,967 to
Tweadey et al., and U.S. Patent No. 4,931,125 to Volkmann et al. |

) Claim 36 was rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over
FR 2793889 to Anderson, U.S. Patent no. 4,543,283, JP 2001-146439 to Yoshinori et
al., and/or U.S. Patent No. 6,316,059 to Vander Putten et al., and the collective

teachings of U.S. Patent No. 5,131,967 to Tweadey et al., and U.S. Patent No.
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4,931,125 to Volkmann et al., and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,763,892 to Kizaki

et al.

m) Claims 23-24 and 26-33 were rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 4,983,459 to Franz et al. et al., in view of U.S. Patent
No. 4,543,283 to Curtze et al., and also in view of JP 2001-146439 to Yoshinori et al.,

and/or U.S. Patent No. 6,316,059 to Vander Putten et al.

n) Claim 25 was rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over
U.S. Patent No. 4,983,459 to Franz et al. et al., U.S. Patent No. 4,543,283 to Curtze et
al. et al., and JP 2001-146439 to Yoshinori et al., and/or U.S. Patent No. 6,316,059 to
Vander Putten et al. and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,763,892 to Kizaki et al.

0) Claims 34-35 and 37-38 were rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 4,983,459 to Franz et al., U.s. Patent No. 4,543,283
to Curtze et al., JP 2001-146439 to Yoshinori et al., and/or U.S. Patent No. 6,316,059 to
Vander Putten et al., and further in view of the collective teachings of U.S. Patent No.
5,131,967 to Tweadey et al., and U.S. Patent No. 4,931,125 to Volkmann et al.

p) Claim 36 was rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over
U.S. Patent No. 4,983,459 to Franz et al., U.S. Patent No. 4,543,283 to Curtze et al., JP
2001-146439 to Yoshinori et al., and/or 6,316,059 to Vander Putten et al., and the
collective teachings of U.S. Patent No. 5,131,967 to Tweadey et al., and U.S. Patent
No. 4,931,125 to Volkmann et al., and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,763,892 to

Kizaki et al.
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q) Claim 25 was rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over
U.S. Patent No. 5,556,667 to Teranishi et al., U.S. Patent No. 4,543,283 to Curtze et al.
and JP 2001-146439 to Yoshinori et al. and/or U.S. Patent No. 6,316,059 to Vander
Putten et al. and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,763,892 to Kizaki et al.

rn Claims 34-35 and 37-38 were rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,556,667 to Teranishi et al., U.S. Patent No.
4,543,283 to Curtze et al. and JP 2001-146439 to Yoshinori and/or U.S. Patent No.
6,316,059 to Vander Putten and further in view of the collective teachings of U.S. Patent
No. 5,131,967 to Tweadey et al. and U.S. Patent No. 4,931,125 to Volkmann et al.

s) Claim 36 was rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over
U.S. Patent No. 5,556,667 to Teranishi et al., U.S. Patent No. 4,543,283 to Curtze et al.,
JP 2001-146439 to Yoshinori et al. and/or U.S. Patent No. 6,316,059 to Vander Putten
et al. and the collective teachings of U.S. Patent No. 5,131,967 to Tweadey et al. and
U.S. Patent No. 4,931,125 to Volkmann et al.

t) Claim 36 was rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over
U.S. Patent No. 4,983,459 to Franz et al., U.S. Patent No. 4,543,283 to Curtze et al., JP
2001-146439 to Yoshinori et al., and/or U.S. Patent No. 6,316,059 to Vander Putten et
al., and the collective teachings of U.S. Patent No. 5,131,967 to Tweadey et al., and
U.S. Patent No. 4,931,125 to Volkmann et al., and further in view of U.S. Patent No.

5,763,892 to Kizaki et al.
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7. Argument.

In view of the numerous grounds of rejection, and in order to facilitate the Board’s
review of applicant’'s arguments relative to the cited references, applicant provides the
following brief summary of same:

JP 2001-146439 to Yoshinori et al., is believed to describe a method of partially

removing a functional coating. Part of the coating is protected to avoid its exposure to
UV light. The portion of the coating which is exposed to the UV light is broken down to
generate ozone which is utilized in a later film removal step.

U.S. Patent No. 4,543,283 to Curtze et al. describes a glazing unit comprising a

glass substrate and a laceration inhibiting shield supported by and extending over what
would otherwise be an exposed interior surface of the substrate. A gasket or frame
member composed of a synthetic polymer extends around a major portion of the
periphery of the glass substrate and laceration shield, and is adhered to the marginal
edge surfaces of each, the gasket having been polymerized in situ adjacent such
periphery, and having assumed, through the autogenous mechanism incident to its
polymerization and cure, intimate contact with the portions to which it is adhered.

U.S. Patent No. 5,556,667 to Teranishi discloses a method of forming a water-

resistant film on a transparent panel such as an automobile window glass panel by
applying a coating solution to a surface of the transparent panel, applying a solvent to a
surface of a region not to be coated in partly overlapping relation (boundary region) to
the coating solution applied to the region to be coated, drying the applied coating
solution and solvent, and thereafter baking the coating solution into a water-resistant

film.
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U.S. Patent No. 6,316,059 to VanderPutten et al., describes a method of

providing a metal pattern on a glass substrate in an electroless process without using
photo-resist layers and organic solvents. As part of the electroless process a silane
layer is removed by irradiation with actinic radiation by an ArF excimer laser, an oxygen
plasma, or preferably a UV ozone treatment. The method also requires use of a
palladium (Pd) sol, as Pd particles stabilized with water-soluble polymers do not absorb
on glass surfaces.

FR 2793889 To Anderson et al., describes a transparent substrate having anti-

reflective coatings on at least one surface formed from thin dielectric layers with
alternating high and low refractive indices. At least one layer with a high refractive
index includes modified titanium dioxide to decrease the refractive index to 2.40 or
lower.

U.S. Patent No. 4,983,459 to Franz et al., describes a method, and the article

made by such method, wherein a glass substrate is provided with a durable non-wetting
surface by treatment with a perfluoroalkyl alkyl silane and a fluorinated olefin telomer.

U.S. Patent No. 5,763,892 to Kizaki et al., describes utilizing a dielectric barrier

discharge excimer lamp for emitting UV light for a predetermined time period in order to
supply a prescribed amount of ultraviolet energy to a substrate. The on/off time of the
barrier discharge excimer lamp is controlled so as to maintain UV energy emissions at a
constant level, and to avoid excessive temperature rise in the interior of an irradiator.
Lamp output can be stabilized quickly by this method of operation whereby the time for

different treatment steps is reduced.
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U.S. Patent No. 5,131,967 to Tweadey et al., describes a method of making a

laminated glazing unit having a metal coating on a laminated ply, and then removing a
peripheral portion of the metal coating by exposure to a laser beam. Such edge
deletion of the metal coating allows the subsequent lamination process to be carried out
and the edges of the laminated unit to be well sealed, so that it is environmentally
durable, and minimizes degradation of the integrity of the unit due to progressive edge
corrosion of the metal coating which might otherwise occur.

U.S. Patent No. 4,931,125 to Volkmann et al., describes a method for adhesively

bonding a first body to a second body, the first body comprising a non-metallic substrate
and a filler, the second body comprising a substrate, metallic or non-metallic. The first

body or the filler is pretreated by exposure to an energy beam to form projections on the
non-metallic substrate by evaporation of the substrate material or the filler. The second
body can be untreated, pretreated by an energy beam, or pretreated in another manner.
An adhesive can then be applied to the pretreated area, and the first body adhered to -
the second, the bond created said to be stronger due to the projections formed on the

first and/or second body by pretreatment.

Summary of Applicant’'s Position

The Examiner has rejected one or more of claims 23-38 under at least 16
combinations of references. In no instance has the Examiner relied on combining less
than 3 references as a basis for rejecting such claims. More often, 4-6 references are
combined to support those rejections. Applicant respectfully submits that the Examiner

has resorted to hindsight in her detailed analysis of the present application. The need
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to combine three, four, five, or even six references to reject applicant’s claims clearly
indicates as much.

First, applicant would draw attention to page 1, paragraph 2, of the specification,
which discusses the safety benefits of hydrophobic coatings on a vehicle window when
contacted by water. Applicant submits that, logically, the only way such a benefit could
accrue is for the hydrophobic coating to be on the surface of the window “exposed to
the exterior of the vehicle,” where it is contacted by rainfall, road spray, snow and the
like, and is quickly shed by the hydrophobic coating to improve the driver's vision
through such window. Also, please see the attached July 1997 report on hydrophobic
coatings prepared by the University of Michigan Transportation Research Institute.

Secondly, applicant believes it is clear that the Curtze et al., reference is directed
to a structure intended to be placed on the surface of a vehicle window exposed to the
interior of a vehicle, i.e., the passenger compartment. Applicant ié particularly familiar
with the Curtze et al. reference, as Libbey-Owens-Ford Company is now known as
Pilkington North America, Inc., the assignee in the present application. The interior
location is necessary for the invention of the Curtze et al. reference to fulfill its function
as an anti-laceration, anti-ejection shield. The coating noted by the Examiner as having
the composition of a hydrophobic coating is present, applicant submits, as an anti-
abrasion coating to minimize scratching of the interior surface during cleaning rather
than fér any purpose related to possible hydrophobic properties.

One skilled in the art would further recognize that a structure such as is disclosed

in the Curtze et al. reference would not be durable enough to withstand the abrasive
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effects of windshield wipers, snow scrapers and the like to which a structure on an
exterior surface would be exposed.

With regard to the Tweadey et al. reference, one skilled in the art would
recognize that the purpose of the invention of the Tweadey et al. reference is to provide
“a reliable effective and efficient method of improving the environmental durability of
laminated glazing units having metal-based transparent, electrically conductive film

stacks for solar load reduction and/or electrical heating in view of their potential for edge

corrosion resulting from prolonged exposure to certain environmental conditions.”
(Tweadey, col. 3, lines 43-49) (emphasis added).

One skilled in the art would understand that hydrophobic coatings are not metal-
based, and are therefore not susceptible to corrosion upon exposure to “certain
environmental conditions.” To the contrary, hydrophobic coatings are intended to be
exposed to the environment, and must be, in order to fulfill their water-shedding
purpose. Therefore, one skilled in the art would not be motivated to use the disclosure
of Tweadey et al. to remove non-metal based, non-corrosive coatings from a glass
substrate. |

With respect to Volkmann et al., Kizaki et al., Van Der Putten et al., Anderson,
Yoshinori et al., Franz et al. and Teranishi et al., and combinations thereof, applicant

notes that claims 23-38 recite irradiating hydrophobic coatings on an area of a surface

of a vehicle glazing (see, page 2, line 23 to page 3, line 2) with UV radiation preferably

having a dominant wavelength in the range of 100-200 nm (see, for example, page 2,
lines 21-22), thus removing the coatings. The hydrophobic coatings referred to herein

cause water which comes into contact with the coating on an exterior surface of a
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vehicle glazing to bead readily and run off quickly so as not to obscure the outward

vision of the occupants of the vehicle (see Background; page 1, lines 10-18).
After carefully studying the cited references, the applicant can find nowhere in
one or proper combinations of such cited references where at least the above-stated

limitations (irradiating hydrophobic coatings on an exterior surface of a vehicle glazing

with radiation in the range of 100-200 nm), then adhering an item to an area of an

exterior surface of a vehicle glazing (claims 23-33) or utilizing electro-mechanical

means to provide relative movement between a source of UV radiation and a

hydrophobic coating (claims 34-38) are taught or suggested.

Therefore, applicant respectfully submits that claims 23-38 of the present
application are patentable over the cited references as the inventions defined thereby
are not suggested therein, nor is there any suggestion or motivation to modify or
combine these references’ teachings in order to teach or suggest the claimed
limitations, as required by 35 USC §103. Consequently, the applicant respectfully
submits that claims 23-38 of the present application are patentable over such cited
references and that claims 23-38 of the present application are patentable over such

cited references and that claims 23-38 should be allowed thereover.

Specific Grounds for Rejection

a) The Examiner has rejected claims 23-24, and 26-33 under 35 USC
§103(a) as being unpatentable over Yoshinori et al., in view of Curtze et al. and
Teranishi et al. The Yoshinori, et al. reference, based on the small amount of which is

available in the English language, is believed to disclose a method of partially removing
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a functional coating. Part of the area of the substrate coated is protected to avoid
exposure to UV light. The portion of the coating which is exposed to UV light is broken
down to generate ozone, which ozone is utilized in a later film removal step.

Applicant notes that one of the advantages of the method of the présent
invention is that no masking or other protective method is required, due to the precision
with which the short wavelength UV light may be directed onto the coated substrate
from the excimer lamp. Applicant further notes that ozone generation is not part of the
method of the present invention which is necessary or desirable therefor.

As described previously, applicant submits that the Curtze et al reference is
directed to an anti-laceration, anti-ejection shield comprising a sheet of polymeric
material applied in a specific manner on the surface of a vehicle window exposed to the
interior of a vehicle.

By contrast, the hydrophobic coating removed by the method of the present

invention is provided on the exterior surface of a vehicle window, so the

hydrophobic coating can serve its intended purpose of causing water, in whatever
physical form, to be more efficiently shed of the vehicle window, either by wind action,
or by mechanical means, such as windshield wipers.

Accordingly, applicant submits that one skilled in the art would not be motivated
to combine the Yoshinori and Curtze references to arrive at the present invention, nor
would the present invention be achieved if they were combined.

The Examiner has further cited the Teranishi et al. reference which describes a
method of forming a variable-thickness water-repellent coating on a glass substrate, the

variable thickness occurring in a so-called bondary region, and leaving an uncoated
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region, as well. Applicant notes that this references makes no mention of removing the
coating, or using UV light to do so. Applicant respectfully submits that one skilled in the
art would not be motivated to combine Teranishi with Yoshinori and Curtze to achieve a
method of removing a hydrophobic coating using an excimer lamp for at least the
reasons discussed herein. Therefore, claims 23-24 and 26-33 are believed to be
patentable over the cited references.

b) For at least the reason that claim 25 depends from patentable claim 23,
applicant submits that claim 25 is likewise patentable.

C) For at least the reason that claims 34-35 and 37-38 depend directly or
indirectly from patentable claim 23, applicant submits that claims 34-35 and 37-38 are
likewise patentable.

d) For at least the reason that claim 36 depends indirectly from patentable
claim 23, applicant submits that claim 36 is likewise patentable.

e) The Examiner has rejected claims 23-34 and 26-33 under 35 USC
§103(a) as being unpatentable over Teranishi in view of Curtze and Yoshinori and/or
Vander Putten. For at least the reasons discussed above, applicant submits that one
skilled in the art would not be motivated to combine Teranishi, Curtze and Yoshinori to
achieve the invention of the present application, nor would the present invention be
achieved if they were combined.

The additional reference, Vander Putten et al., describes a method of providing a
metal pattern on a glass substrate by an electroless process which is said not to require
photo-resist layers and organic solvents. As part of the process, a silane layer is

removed by irradiation with actinic radiation, the source of which radiation may be an
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ArF excimer laser, an oxygen plasma, or preferably a UV ozone treatment. The method
also requires use of a palladium (Pd) sol, as Pd particles stabilized with water-soluble
polymers do not absorb on glass surfaces. The method is said to be particularly
suitable for the manufacture of the black matrix on a passive plate for an LCD, or on
panels of other flat color displays, such as flat cathode ray tubes.

First, Vander Putten et al. fails to supply any of the above-noted deficiencies of
Teranishi, Curtze and Yoshinori.

Moreover, one skilled in the art would recognize that an excimer laser, as
described in Vander Putten et al., is significantly different from an excimer lamp, in that
the intensity of the light emitted is much greater with the laser than with the excimer
lamp. Thus, the mechanism by which the laser works is likewise different than with the
excimer lamp. In the case of the present invention, it is likely that with the high
temperatures generated by the intensity of the laser light, the coating would be simply
burned off, whereas, with the excimer lamp, the temperatures generated are much
lower and the excimer lamp desirably relies on selectively breaking chemical bonds,
rather than simply destroying the coating altogether. Applicant submits that one skilled
in the art would thus not be motivated to choose a laser for the purpose of the present
invention, nor would an excimer lamp be appropriate for many purposes for which a
laser might be used. Applicant notes that excimer lasers are also much more expensive
than excimer lamps, and so would limit the feasibility of using a laser in a production
process as is envisioned with the method of the present invention.

For all these reasons, applicant submits that the addition of Vander Putten to the

Teranishi, Curtze and Yoshinori reference does not overcome the deficiency left by
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Teranishi, Curtze and Yoshinori to achieve the invention of the present application, nor
would one skilled in the art be motivated to make such a combination.

Therefore, applicant respectfully submits that claims 23-24 and 26-33 are
patentable over the cited reference, singly or in combination.

f) For at least the reason that claim 25 depends from patentable claim 23,
~ applicant submits that claim 25 is likewise patentable.

9) For at least the reason that claims 34-35 and 37-38 depend directly or
indirectly from patentable claim 23, applicant submits that claims 34-35 and 37-38 are
likewise patentable.

h) For at least the reason that claim 36 depends indirectly from patentable
claim 23, applicant submits that claim 36 is likewise patentable.

i) The Examiner has rejected claims 23-24 and 26-33 under 35 USC
§103(a) as being unpatentable over Anderson et al. in view of Curtze et al. and
Yoshinori et al and/or Vander Putten et al.

For reasons previously noted, application submits that claims 23-24 and 26-33
are patentable over the Curtze et al, Yoshinori et al. and Vander Putten et al.
references, singly, or in combination.

The additional reference, Anderson et al., describes a substrate having a multi-
layer film stack deposited thereon, such that the thin layer coatings are of alternating
high and low refractive indices. In this configuration, the film stack exhibits anti-
reflective properties. At least one high refractive index layer includes modified titanium
dioxide to decrease the refractive index somewhat. Other coating stacks described may

exhibit properties such as hydrophobicity.
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Applicant submits, however, that the description of Anderson et al. adds nothing
to the combination of references cited to allow it to achieve the invention of the present
application. The reference makes no mention of removing the coating described, or
using UV light to do so.

Accordingly, applicant submits that claims 23-24 and 26-33 are patentable over
Anderson et al., in view of Curtze et al. and Yoshinori et al. and/or Vander Putten et al.

)] For at least the reason that claim 25 depends from patentable claim 23,
applicant submits that claim 25 is likewise patentable.

k) For at least the reason that claims 34-35 and 37-38 depend directly or
indirectly from patentable claim 23, applicant submits that claims 34-35 and 37-38 are
likewise patentable.

)] For at least the reason that claim 36 depends indirectly from patentable -
claim 23, applicant submits that claim 36 is likewise patentable.

m)  The Examiner has rejected claims 23-24 and 26-33 under 35 USC
§103(a) as being unpatentable over Franz et al, in view of Curtze et al., and Yoshinori et
al. and/or Vander Putten, et al.

For the reasons previously discussed, applicant submits that claims 23-24 and
26-33 are patentable over Curtze et al., Yoshinori et al., and/or Vander Putten, et al.,
either singly, or in combination.

With regard tb the additional reference, Franz et al., a method for making a
durable non-wetting surface and the article made thereby, is described. Such coating is
a perfluoroalkyl alkyl silane and a fluorinated olefin telomer. The coated glass is said to

exibit a high water contact angle. Applicant can see no way that one skilled in the art
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could utilize the information contained in Franz et al. to overcome the deficiencies of
Curtze et al., Yoshinori et al. and/or Vander Putten et al. to achieve the invention of the
subject application, as it makes no mention of removing the coating described, nor
using UV light to do so.

Therefore, applicant respectfully submits that claims 23-24 and 26-33 are
patentable over Franz et al., Curtze et al, Yoshinori et al., and/or Vander Putten et al.,
singly, or in combination.

n) For at least the reason that claim 25 depends from patentable claim 23,
applicant submits that claim 25 is likewise patentable.

0) For at least the reason that claims 34-35 and 37-38 depend directly or
indirectly from patentable claim 23, applicant submits that claims 34-35 and 37-38 are
likewise patentable.

p) For at least the reason that claim 36 depends indirectly from patentable
claim 23, applicant submits that claim 36 is likewise patentable.

Q) For at least the reason that claim 25 depends from patentable claim 23,
applicant submits that claim 25 is likewise patentable.

r For at least the reason that claims 34-35 and 37-38 depend directly or
indirectly from patentable claim 23, applicant submits that claims 34-35 and 37-38 are
likewise patentable.

s) For at least the reason that claim 36 depends indirectly from patentable
claim 23, applicant submits that claim 36 is likewise patentable.

t) For at least the reason that claim 36 depends indirectly from patentable

claim 23, applicant submits that claim 36 is likewise patentable.
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CONCLUSION

As claims 23-24 and 26-33 are patentable for the reasons discussed, and as
claims 25 and 34-38 depend directly or indirectly from independent claim 23, applicant
submits claims 25 and 34-38 are likewise patentable. An expeditious determination by

the Board to that effect is respectfully requested.

Respectfully submitted,

Marl( A. Hlxon
Registration No. 44,766

Attorneys:
MARSHALL & MELHORN, LLC.

Four SeaGate, 8" Floor
Toledo, OH 43604
419-249-7145
419-249-7151 — Fax
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CLAIMS APPENDIX

23. A method of adhering an item to an area of a surface of a vehicle glazing

comprising:

providing a vehicle glazing having an exterior surface exposed to the
exterior of a vehicle, the exterior surface having a hydrophobic coating disposed
thereon,;

irradiating the hydrophobic coating on the area of the exterior surface of
the vehicle glazing with UV radiation having a dominant wavelength in the range of 100
to 200 nm, thus substantially removing the hydrophobic coating disposed on the area of
the exterior surface of the vehicle glazing; and

adhering the item to the area of the exterior surface of the vehicle glazing.

24.  The method of claim 23, wherein the hydrophobic coating is chosen from

a group consisting of polysiloxane, polyfluorosiloxane, and diamond-like carbon.

25. The method of claim 23, wherein the dominant wavelength is

approximately 172 nm.

26. The method of claim 23, wherein a water contact angle that is greater than
100 degrees is realized on the area of the surface of the vehicle glazing prior to

irradiating the area of the surface of the vehicle glazing for 5-120 seconds or less, and a
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water contact of the vehicle glazing following the irradiating of the area of the surface of

the vehicle glazing.

27. The method of claim 23, further comprising:
applying an adhesive promoting primer to the area of the surface of the
vehicle glazing from which the hydrophobic coating has been removed; and
applying an adhesive to the area of the surface of the vehicle glazing from
which the hydrophobic coating has been removed.
28. The method of claim 27, wherein the adhesive promoting primer
comprises silane and the adhesive is chosen from a group consisting of a
cyanoacrylate, urethane, epoxy, acrylic, hot melt silicone, and pressure sensitive

adhesive.

29. The method of claim 23, wherein the item comprises an elastomeric

member.

30. The method of claim 29, wherein the elastomeric member comprises a

gasket.

31.  The method of claim 23, wherein the item comprises a vehicular hardware

device.
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32. The method of claim 31, wherein the vehicular hardware device comprises

a fastening device.

33. The method of claim 31, wherein the vehicular hardware device comprises

a mounting device.

34. The method of claim 23, for selectively removing a hydrophobic coating

comprising:

providing a surface being exposed to the exterior of the vehicle;

providing a source of UV radiation having a dominant wavelength in the
range of 100 to 200 nm;

utilizing electro-mechanical means to provide relative movement between’
a source of UV radiation and the hydrophobic coating to irradiate the area of the surface
of the hydrophobic coating, thus selectively removing the hydrophobic coating and

adhering an item to the area from which the hydrophobic coating has been removed.

35. The method of claim 34, wherein the hydrophobic coating is chosen from

a group consisting of polysiloxane, polyfluorosiloxane, and diamond-like carbon.

36. The method of claim 34, wherein the dominant wavelength is

approximately 172 nm.
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37. The method of claim 34, wherein the electro-mechanical means comprises

a robot arm.

38. The method of claim 37 wherein the electro-mechanical means further

comprises a vision system in communication with the robot arm.
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Evidence Appendix

(1)  Specification of the present application, page 1, paragraph 2. This
paragraph was present in the application as filed and was entered into the record upon
the filing of the application. Arguments relating to this paragraph were presented in the
amendment of September 27, 2004, which was entered into the record by the Examiner
subsequent to the Request for Continued Examination dated October 18, 2004 and
acknowledged by the Examiner in her paper dated January 7, 2005.

(2) Report on hydrophobic coatings July 1997, by the University of Michigan
Transportation Research Institute. This report was submitted by applicant in the
amendment of May 9, 2005, on page 13, which amendment was entered by the
Examiner and acknowledged in the Office Action dated July 18v, 2005.

(3)  Declaration under CFR 1.132, with attachments, filed on September 29,
2004. This amendment was submitted by the applicant in the amendment of
September 27, 2004, received by the USPTO on September 29, 2004, and was entered
by the Examiner and acknowledged in the Office Action of January 7, 2005.

(4)  Declaration under CFR 1.131, with attachments, filed on September 29,
2004. This amendment was smeitted by the applicant in the amendment of
September 27, 2004, received by the USPTO on September 29, 2004, and was entered
by the Examiner and acknowledged in the Office Action of January 7, 2005

(5)  Supplemental Declaration under 37 CFR 1.131 filed on May 11, 2005.
This amendment was submitted by the applicant in the amendment of May 9, 2005, and
was received by the USPTO on May 11, 2005, and was entered by the Examiner in the

Office Action of July 18, 2005
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Related Proceedings Appendix

None
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Mail Stop AF

Commissioner for Patents

P.O. Box 1450

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450

DECLARATION UNDER 37 C.F.R. §1.131

Honorable Sir:

I, Julia B. MacLachlan declare as follows:

1. I am the inventor of the pending claims of the above-identified patent application.
I am currently, and have at all times relevant hereto, been employed by Pilkington North
America, Inc., the assignee of the subject application.

2. This declaration is to establish completion of the invention in this application in
the United States at a date prior to February 8, 2001, the earliest filing date of an application

related to Published U.S. Patent Application No. 2003/0024180 to Hartig et al.
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3. Prior to February 8, 2001, I conceived the idea of a method for removing a
hydrophobic coating from a glass substrate by exposing said coating to short wavelength UV
light.

In this regard, a true copy of an invention disclosure document authored by me prior to
February 8, 2001 with the actual date redacted is attached as Exhibit A.

4. . Prior to February 8, 2001, I conducted experiments related to the removal of
hydrophobic coatings from a glass substrate which were recorded in lab notebook 795. In this
regard, attached are true copies of p129 477 as Exhibit B. From these experiments, I was able to
author the document referred to in paragraph 3, herein.

5. Prior to February 8, 2001 Ushio, the supplier of the UV light source utilized by
applicant, conducted certain testing on samples having hydrophobic coatings thereon. The
samples upon which Ushio performed its tests were provided by PNA. Ushio’s tests showéd
significant change in contact angle. The results were recorded at Ushio report Irradiation test
Pilkington Tech. Sept. 20002.xls (Exhibit C).

6. Thus, prior to February 8, 2001, I reduced to practice the method to remove
hydrophobic coatings using short wavelength UV light disclosed in the above-captioned
application.

7. Tests regarding the differences in adhesion of an item fo glass treated with short
wave-length UV light were conducted at my direction prior to February 8, 2001 as shown in
Exhibit D attached hereto.

8. The undersigned further declares that all statements made herein of my own
knowledge are true, and that all statements made on infonﬁation and belief are believed to be
true; and further that these statements were made with the knowledge that willful false

statements and the like so made are punishable by fine or imprisonment, or both, under Section
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1001 of title 18 of the United States Code, and that such willful false statements may jeopardize

the validity of the application or any patent issuing thereon.

Date: q \\q )@—A‘ M W .

Julia B. MacLachlan
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PILKINGTON
LIBBEY-OWENS—FORD CO.

DISCLOSURE AND RECORD OF INVENTION

1. Name of discloser:

Julia MacLachlan

2. Position of discloser:

Senior Scientist

3. Department or plant:

Glazing Systems, Plant 21

4. Name of the invention:

Use of very short wave UV light (172nm) for selective removal of hydrophobic
coating from glass

5. Inventor(s) Name and Address:

Julia MacLachlan
7041 Blossman Drive, Toledo, OH43617

6.  Date of conception:

6/22/00
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PILKINGTON
LIBBEY-_OWENS-FORD CO.

DISCLOSURE AND RECORD OF INVENTION

Disclosure to others (give names and dates):

6/22/00 Sam Sahi

7/12/00 Jeff Williams (Lathom)

7/1700 George Bukovinszky

7/19/00 Scott Chambers

7/19/00 Steve Knight (Applied Laser Technology)

First sketch (give date and attach a copy):
7/24/00 Letter to Steve Knight

First written description (give date and attach a copy):

As #8

Date of completion of first device or material:

6/28/00 Testing of 1065nm laser at PNA Technical Center (unsuccessful)

8/9/00 Testing of 248nm laser at Applied Laser Technology (unsuccessful)
9/25/00 Testing of 172nm lamp at Ushio (Japan) (successsful)

First test of invention (give date and general result):

9/25/00 Measurement of water contact angle on treated samples at Ushio Japan -
water contact angle was reduced from around 110° to 10-25° by treatment. Report
received by e-mail from Ushio America, Inc.

Names of all persons having knowledge of such test:

[ Scott Chambers, George Bukovinszky, Al Lipper (Ushio America, Inc.), Shinji ]

-2 -
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PILKINGTON
LIBBEY-OWENS-FORD CO.

DISCLOSURE AND RECORD OF INVENTION

Kameda (Ushio Japan).

13. First commercial use, if any:

14. Drawing, photograph, notebook page, report or order pumbers:

Irradiation Test Pilkingston Tech. Sept.20002.xls received by e-mail from Ushio
Japan. Dated print outs (6/22/00) of related information from Internet.

15. Purpose of invention (include, if known, what has been suggested and used before
for the same purpose, either by LOF or others):

Selective removal of hydrophobic coating from glass in order to be able to bond
structural adhesives or encapsulation material to the glass in this area.

Currently glass is masked prior to coating in areas to be bonded. Work at NSG
used plasma etching to try to remove the coating but the cycle times were slow and
it was not possible to remove coating from ground edge of glass. A further
alternative is the use of chemical etchants to remove the hydrophobic layer, but
there are numerous health and safety issues associated with the extremely
aggressive chemicals required for this.

16. Complete description of invention. Include: (a) advantages of invention and how it
is distinguished from what is old; (b) description of any known or potential
commercial applications of the invention in the Company’s operations; (©)

description of any known or potential licensing opportunities.

ﬁ72nm laser light has been used (in academic institutions, initially Johannes B

-3-
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 PILKINGTON
L[BBEY-OWENS-FORD CO.

DISCLOSURE AND RECORD OF INVENTION

Kepler University in Linz, Austria) to etch the surface of Teflon in order to
increase its surface energy to make it easier to facilitate bonding. This wavelength
is used because it gives the correct energy to break a C-F bond. The outer layer of
hydrophobic coatings usually consists of a long chain fluorosilane . The C-F bonds
contained therein should also be susceptible to cleavage by 172nm light. Lasers of
this wavelength are not yet commercially available so other wavelengths were
tested which were available locally or from custom laser shops. However, these
were not successful so a source of UV lamps with high intensity at this wavelength
was located. Initial testing by Ushio Japan gave a significant reduction in water
contact angle implying an increase in surface energy at short exposure times.
Future work will concentrate on adhesion testing of treated samples, treating of
ground edge of glass, increasing light intensity to further reduce cycle times and
automation of the process. If this is successful this process could eliminate the
need for masking of the glass prior to coating, which is very labour intensive.

_ }odc
Discloser: 3w : a/ [ / ®®

Witness: %Z’ Date: & /O 20

Patent Committee Action:

Date:




EXHIBIT B

LIBBEY-OWENS-FORD COMPANY . Research Department o
LABORATORY NOTEBOOK No 1294

subject __ud covolcda - ng\__\l&.%__ Project No, S5
N I ~ N
Nocloe 1

Title \osee | ,\é\rt,

-

\i [SIZG%r?E AND

OBECTIVE:  horencos u~ Udkerodauses

R Y ) Nl c?@e S ,

=D B S s e

ot pomrs frm e a

ever think that You're
houl

.CONCLUS!ONS:



'-OWENS-FORD COMPANY . Research Department
LABORATORY NOTEBOOK

128497

Ao s LW
S - dQ@ N ea ag%

Project No. §%
oo

Cosec | g

Never think that you're not good.enough yourself:
manisho never think *that."PeEble‘wdlm
tyo

SIGNAryzE AND DATE

INS:

N .
TR L e YRR ST e M e T T AR s Ty v Ss e




TTAFED W AR NOTRERCOU |

NS.9 -

ECONOMICAL SURFACE MODIFICATION OF FLUOROCARBON RESIN FOR HYDROPHILIC PROPERTY WITH PRELIMINARY MODIFICATION BY USING 172um Xe,*
EXCIMER LAMP. Ken Hatao* and Masataka Murzhara*®; *Tokai University, **Faculty of Electrical Enginecring, Tokai University, Kanagawa, JAPAN: r -
‘lumnmbmminisdmniaﬂynhigxsumepo]ymmzmissquFbonds.Itbnmllmpmpc:ﬁsofelectdc' lation, th 'md" ical resi With these propertics, it is

ioticed for its possibility of applications as compound materials such as a high voltage resistance
I i lempdiﬁedaﬂumocarhmrsinsmfaceimohydmphﬂicbymthrthsain
paper, for simpler and safer modification, wemxﬁmydunmsuatcdammeﬁdems\nfacemodiﬁmﬁmofﬂwmwbmmin with a preliminary treatment.
druppedonaﬂuorocarbnnnsinsmfacc,whichwaswvuedudth'aﬁxsedsilimg!asstofmmathinlayabyampillaryphmommun.'l‘hm 1720m Xe,

and water and has poor adhesion. We have photoch

compound material and high frequency print circuit board. However, its surface repels both oil

arder to improve its adhesive strength. In this
Water or B(OH), solution
* excimer lamp light iradiated

perpendicular to the interface between the flucrocarbon resin and the. reaction solution to modify preliminary. The fused silica glass was removed, and water or B(OH); was exclusively dropped |

onto the irradiation area; which was iradiated with ArF

laser (wavelength =193nm) perpendicularly. The hydrophilic property of the modifled surface was evah

contact angle with water. With preliminary modifcatian ime of three minutes, ArF excimer laser fluence of 10mJ/cra? and laser shot mmber of 3000, we sfully achi

50degcsdn&xemelhninmymodiﬁedsufaceaﬁathcmimﬂlampkudiaﬁmmdamﬂd
treated fluorocarbon resin surface has a contact angle of about 120 degrees.

ttp:llwww.mrs.org/meetings/fall97/abstmct_book/N/node36.html

]

Using UV Irradiation to Bond to Teflon

Linz (FWF) - Fluor polymers, better known as
Teflon, cari be used in a variety of applications, but
they have one serious drawback: they are
extrel;ne'ly slippery. This is an advantage in pots and
pans, but a problem for science and résearch.

»  Whéther components, pigments or glyes - nothing
sticks to this material. With the financial assistance
of the Austrian Science Fund (FWF), Johannes Heinz
from the Johannes Kepler University in Linz has
developédw new method, in which laser radiation is
used to modify Teflon surfaces and make them

sticky. :

E\‘eryang knows Teflon and appreciates its benefits.
The field® of application range from-coatings on
, frying pans, electrical insulation layers, sliding
. surfaces and medical inserts to water-repellent
textiles. The great advantage of this material is its
* low chemical reactivity and the extremely low
adhesion of liquids to Teflon coatings. But this
advantage is also its greatest disadvantage. It has
not been possible to modify small, specified areas
on fluor polymer surfaces in such a way that gldes
or metallic coatings stick to them.

This circumstance has limited the use of Teflon
substrates in microelectronics, where strong
adhesion of contacts is required, or in medical
engineering. Heinz achieved the desired effect by
irradiating the surface of fluor polymers with UV
light of extremely low wavelength, so-called
vacuum UV light (172 am): ‘The material is

:tp://composite.about.com/industry/composite/library/PR/ZOOO/bljkul.htm

angle of 30 degrees on the

modified only in those places where it will be glued
or coated.

Until now, such modifications were possible only on
large surface areas. The chemical reaction takes
place only on the surface and the Teflon retains its *
major property, namely its extremely low adhesion’'.
The modified materials combine the new surface
properties with the desired characteristics of the
unmodified residual material, such as excellent
electrical insulation for electronics applications, or
resistance to aggressive chemicals, or thermal
stability.

This is of special advantage in medical engineering,
where the application of UV irradiated fluor
polymers significantly facilitates the use of artificial
blood vessels, grafts, cardiac valves or artificial
skin. The new technology ensures tissue adhesion
and compatibility on the outer surface, while
preventing the blood from clotting on the inner
surface. The method is also interesting for the
textile industry and the microelectronics industry,
where excellent adhesion of metallic objects and
contacts is a major prerequisite for any material.

6/22/C

surface further irradiated with ArF excimer laser, whereas the non-

d by
a angle of
08/08/2000

4

o -



Lets try again .
L try ag - \C__ Page 1 of 1
: EXHIBIT C
MacLachlan, Julia B
From: Lipper, Al [alipper@Ushio.com]
Sent: Monday, September 25, 2000 1:37 PM
To: jmaclachlan@lof.com

Subject: Lets try again
Categories: Hydrophobic Removal

Hello Julia;

I sent you a nice e-mail and forgot a few things! It is starting to be one of those days! |
hope this one gets to you, and you understand the data. Let me know if you need more
information or do not understand anything. The file names have been changed (to

protect the innocent), only kidding, but you should be able to figure out which is which.

Pictures in the file

PIC00007 is showing the surface of sample glass. The half of the glass is very wettable
and the other half is

hydrophobic which is not irradiated (covered by mask to show the surface difference).
PIC00005 is how I did the irradiation test.

PIC00004 is when the lamp goes on.

Test report is also attached. The title is "Irradiation Test Pilkington Tech.2000" is stating
the test result.

Best Regards,

Al Lipper

Manager, Systems Sales Dev.
Ushio America, Inc.

5740 Cerritos Ave.

Cypress, CA 90630
714-229-3172 Phone
714-229-7172 Fax
alipper@ushio.com

<<{rradiationTest Pilkingston Tech.Sept.20002.XLS>> <<Pllkington2.JPG>> <<Pllkington1.JPG>>
<<Pllkington.JPG>>

9/17/2004



Excimer Irradiation Test 9/25/00

Sample work

1)Silica
Irradiation fDistance|C/ A Initial (sampleff
20sec.
3mm 30 96|P543
2mm 50 110|P543
1mm 24 100|P543
40sec.
1mm 14 P543

2)Teflon like
(Dark coloured)

Irradiation TDistance [C/A sample#
Osec 98 P579
30sec 1mm 26 P579
60sec 1mm 10 P579
90sec 1mm 8 P579

N
)

Light source:Excimer Photon source
Irradiation Intensity:20mw/cm2
Temperature:27° C
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I hereby certify that this correspondence is being deposited
with the United States Postal Service as first class mail in an
envelope addressed to: Mail Stop AF, Commissioner for
Patents, P.O. Box 1450, Alexangn'a, VA 22313-1450, on
e S udecn . X Qepef
7 Roberta A. Winzeler
(Name)

(Signature)

IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

IN RE APPLICATION OF: JULIA MACLACHLAN ) GrRoOuUP ARTUNIT: 1733
SERIAL No.: 09/997,347 ) EXAMINER: JESSICA L. ROSSI
Filing Date: November 29, 2001 : ) Attorney Docket: 1-15092

For: METHOD OF USING SHORT WAVELENGTH )
UV LIGHT TO SELECTIVELY REMOVE A COATING )
FROM A SUBSTRATE AND ARTICLE PRODUCED )
THEREBY )

September 17, 2004

Mail Stop AF

Commissioner for Patents

P.O. Box 1450

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450

DECLARATION UNDER 37 C.F.R. §1.132

JULIA B. MACLACHLAN, declares as follows:

1. I am a citizen of the United Kingdom and my current mailing address is 7041
Blossman Road, Toledo, Ohio 43617.
2. 1 have a Master of Arts degree in Material Science and Metallurgy from the
| Univ;arsity of Cambridge, Cambridge, England. I believe my degree to be equivalent to a Master
of Science degree in the U.S. university system.
| 3. I have worked for Pilkington plc since 1990 as a research scientist in research and

development related to hydrophobic coatings and interlayer materials, and for Pilkington North
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America, Inc. tPNA), since 1995 in research and development related to hydrophobic coatings,
interlayer materials, adhesives, and materials testing. I have held the position of Senior Research
Scientist from 1999-2002. From 2002 to the present, I have held the position of Laboratory
Technical Manager for the PNA North American Glazing Systems Center

4. I am the inventor in the above-referenced patent application. The invention
described and claimed therein relates to a process of using short wavelength UV light to remove
a coating having hydrophobic properties from selected areas of a glass substrate, which coating
is on the exterior surface of a vehicle window.

5. Prior to the present invention, known methods of accomplishing removal of
coatings were primarily related to mechanical means, e.g., grinding, or preventing the coating
from coming in contact with the substrate in the first instance, e.g., masking.

6. I have studied the references cited by the Examiner in connection with the portion
of claim 23 and claim 34 indicating that the hydrophobic coating is deposited on the exterior
surface of a vehicle window. Specifically, I have studied the Curtze reference (U.S. Patent No.
4,543,283) which discloses a laminated structure to protect occupants of a vehicle from injury by
laceration and/or ejection from a vehicle, if such occupant contacts, e.g., the vehicle windshield
during a collision.

7. More specifically, the laminated structure of the Curtze reference consists of a
conventionally formed vehicle windshield, i.e., two panes of annealed glass adhered to one
another by a polymeric interlayer material, e.g., polyvinylbutyral (PVB). To the fnterior surface
of the interior pane of glass, Curtze adheres a second layer of a polymeric interlayer which is
preferably stretched, or put under tension by its installation in conjunction with the encapsulation

of the windshield by a polymeric frame or gasket. As noted in the disclosure of the Curtze
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reference, the heat and pressure applied to the structure during thg encapsulation process allows
the tensioning of the second interlayer. To prevent abrasion of the generally soft interlayer
material from cleaning and the like, an abrasion resistant coating of a suitable material may be
applied.

8. As previously noted, during my tenure at Pilkington/PNA, I have worked
extensively with interlayer materials, including those of the type disclosed in the Curtze
reference. As one skﬂled in the art, I can without equivocation say that those similarly skilled |
would not place the second interlayer/laceration shield on the exterior of a vehicle windshield.
Even with an abrasion resistant coating applied thereto, it would be rapidly destroyed by the
windshield wipers, snow scrapers, and exposure to the exterior environment, generally. Even
sooner, it would be abraded to the point that visibility through the structure would be
dangerously reduced.

9. During my tenure at PNA I have, as project manager, worked extensively to
develop commercially viable hydrophobic coatings for vehicle windows. As one skilled in the
art, if is my opinion that application of hydrophobic coatings to the interior surface of a vehicle
window is of little, if any value. Their intended purpose, to shed water and increase visibility of
the driver/occupant of a vehicle thereby, is practically accomplished by applying such coatings to

the exterior surface of a vehicle which is exposed to rain, snow, etc.

11. I have further studied the Tweadey, et al. reference (U.S. Patent No. 5,131,967).
Based on my nearly 15 years working with automotive glazings and my educational background,
I do not believe one skilled in the art would be motivated to look to the Tweadey reference to
remove hydrophobic coatings from the exterior surface of a glass substrate, as the metal-based

coatings of the Tweadey et al. reference must be protected from exposure to the environment in



order to avoid corrosion of such coatings. Corrosion of such metal-based coatings would be
highly detrimental to the performance and appearance of the vehicle windows.

12.  Ifurther declare that all statements made herein of my own knowledge are true,
and that all statements made on information émd belief are believed to be true; and further that
these statements were made with the knowledge that willful false statements and the 1ike S0
made are punishable by fine or imprisonment, or both, under Section 1001 of Title 18 of the
United States Code, and that such willful false statements may jeopardize the validity of the

above-referenced application or any patent issuing thereon.

Date: A \:}——'IOL_)L | S OC UO\R)\Q,Q}(\J\Q’\

Julia B. MacLachlan
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MacLachlan, Julia B

From: Durbin, Janet E

Sent: Wednesday, November 29, 2000 5:08 PM
To: MacLachlan, Julia

Cc: Durbin, Janet E

Subject: UV treated glass testing; lap shear and tensile

Attached are the test results from the lap shear and tensile samples from the glass coupons that were UV tested.
Samples will be in the second drawer in the humidified lab marked “Julia’s samples”.

Please see me if there are questions.

UViapshear.xls (21 UVtensile.xls (21
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| hereby certify that this correspondence is being deposited with the
United States Postal Service as first class mail in an envelope
addressed to: Mail Stop Amendment, Commissioner for Patents, P.O.
Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450, on:

oy 9 Jeod

v 7

Roberta A. Winzeler
(Name)

Q Q’Q\-{/L, o *—pr L();W?jup—v-’

\ (Signature)

IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

In re Application of; Julia MacLachlan ) Group Art Unit: 1733
Serial No.: 09/997,347 Examiner: Jessica L. Rossi

Filing Date: November 29, 2001 Attorney Docket: 1-15092

WAVELENGTH UV LIGHT TO
SELECTIVELY REMOVE A COATING
FROM A SUBSTRATE AND

)

)

)

' )
For: METHOD OF USING SHORT )

)

)

ARTICLE PRODUCED THEREBY )

May 9, 2005
Mail Stop Amendment
Commissioner for Patents
P.O. Box 1450
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450

SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION UNDER 37 C.F.R. §1.131

Honorable Sir:

l, Julia B. MaéLachlan declare as follows:

1. I am the inventor of the pending claims of the above-identiﬁed patent
application. | am currently, and have at all times relevant hereto, been employed by
Pilkington North America, Inc., the assignee of the subject application.

2. This declaration is to supplement my earlier declaration of September 17,

2004 to establish completion of the invention in this application in the United States at a




date prior to February 8, 2001, the earliest filing date of an application related to

Published U.S. Patent Application No. 2003/0024180 to Hartig et al.

3. Prior to February 8, 2001, | conceived the idea of a method for removing a
hydrophobic coating from a glass substrate by exposing said coating to short

wavelength UV light.

4. The focus of my work was to facilitate adhesively bonding an elastomeric

gasket or an item of hardware to a vehicle glazmg formed from a glass substrate to

which a hydrophobic coating had been previously applied and then selectively removed

by utilization of the present invention.
5. The undersigned further declares that all statements made herein of my
own knowledge are true, and that all statements made on information and belief are

believed to be true; and further that these statements were made with the knowledge

that willful false statements and the like so made are punishable by fine or

imprisonment, or both, under Section statements and the like so made are punishable
by fine or imprisonment, or both, under Section 1001 of title 18 of the United States
Code, and that such willful false statements may jeopardize the validity of the

application or any patent issuing thereon.

pate: _S/4[OS Tuheo Mok achho

Julia B. MaclLachlan
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INTRODUCTION

Several hydrophobic coating products for motor vehicle windows are commercially |
available. Hydrophobic coatings are generally liquid polymers that bind with motor vehicle
glazing. These transparent coatings act as water repellents, causing rain, and other accumulated
moisture, to bead up. Aided by airflow caused by wind and vehicle motion, the resulting beads of
water run off the vehicle’s windshield and other windows. The beading and ease with which the
beads are cleared are thought to lead to improved driver visual performance due to reduced optical
distortion. In other words, not having to look through a sheet of moisture should result in a clearer
image.

Most, if not all, of the commercially available hydrophobic coating products claim to aid
drivers’ visual performance. Yet, there exists no research in the open literature to substantiate the
claims of improved visual performance, or any other benefits for that matter, associated with the
~ use of hydrophobic coatings on the windshields of motor vehicles. While there are instances of
specific product evaluations in popular magazines, these evaluations only provide anecdotal
support for improved visual performance. The anecdotal support is largely in the form of
improved visibility through the windshield, even without the use of windshield wipers, as well as
visibility benefits when applied to the side and rear windows (which generally lack wiper
mechanisms).

The purpose of this experiment was to quantify the effects of this class of products on
visual performance under simulated conditions of use. More specifically, this experiment
examines the minimum visual angle resolved and response time to targets viewed through a motor
vehicle windshield for the following main independent variables:

e hydrophobic treatment (treated versus untreated),
o time of day (daytime versus nighttime), and
e participant age.

This experiment was performed under conditions of simulated rain and simulated wind
effects associated with vehicle motion. Although the effects under real driving/raining conditions
may differ from those obtained under the simulated conditions, the directions of the effects can be
expected to be the same. Visual acuity is one of several possible measures of visual performance
that could have been investigated in this study. Other measures include low-luminance detection,
visual comfort, and visual scanning efficiency. However, the distortions typical of water filin on
window glass suggested that visual acuity is particularly likely to shéw a benefit of hydrophobic
coatings. While there may be other benefits as well, visual acuity seemed a god candidate for the
first, rather exploratory study.



Although the specific task used in this experiment is probably a relatively pure measure of
visual acuity, participants were not given time limits for individual trials. Because of the dynamic
character of the stimulus situation (including simulated wind and rajn; as well as the action-of
windshield wipers) it is probably possible for participants to improve their performance by
allocating more observation time to each trial. Therefore response time was measured, as well as
minimum visual angle resolved, to insure that we had a comprehensive measure of relative visual
performance across conditions.

This experiment did not address the durability or longevity of these products, as the
hydrophobic coating was only tested when it was newly applied (and therefore could be expected
to be near peak performance). The effects of hydrophobic coatings on driver visual acuity are
likely to diminish with time and wear (more or less slowly, depending on durability).



METHOD

Participants

Thirty-two individuals participated in the study, 16 participants each in a younger group
and an older group. The younger participants were between the ages of 20 and 30, and the older
participants were between the ages of 60 and 70. Each group consisted of eight men and eight
women. While taking part in the study, all participants wore the same corrective lenses, if any, that
they would normally wear when driving. Measures of participant visual acuity (corrected acuity
for those with corrective lenses) were recorded using an OPTEC 2000 vision tester. Measures of
visual acuity ranged from 20/13 to 20/40 for the younger participant group (median = 20/ 19), and
20/13 to 20/50 for the older participant group (median = 20/22.5).

Apparatus

Stimuli. Participants viewed a series of 12 Landolt C targets from a distance of 38.1 m
(125 ft) across an asphalt-paved lot (Figure 1). The Landolt C recognition task is a common
measure of visual acuity. Performance on the Landolt C task is determined by the smallest gap
size in the letter “C” a participant can detect when the gap is presented in one of four possible
locations, separated by 90 degrees (up, down, left, or right). The stroke width of the character is
kept equal to the gap size, and the height of the character is five times the gap size/stroke width.
The range of gap sizes, and the associated subtended visual angles, of the targets are presented in
Table 1. The target gap size, and stroke width, ranged from 4 to 33.5 mm (0.36 to 3.02 minutes of

arc).
Table 1

- Stimulus gap size and associated subtended visual angle.
Stimulus Gap Size (mm Visual Angle (min

1 4.0 0.36

2 54 0.49

3 6.6 0.60

4 8.1 0.73

5 10.0 0.90

6 11.6 1.05

7 143 1.29

8 16.9 1.52

9 20.0 1.80

10 24.6 222

11 29.4 2.65

12 335 3.02
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Figure 1. Overhead diagram of the experimental setup (distances are not to scale).



Participants viewed the targets while seated in either the driver’s or the passenger’s seat of
a research vehicle, a 1992 compact with 36,000 km on the odometer. The center of the target was
1200 mm above the asphalt surface, and in line with the center of the vehicle. The target was
therefore approximately 0.5 degrees to the right of straight ahead when the participant was seated
on the driver’s side, and 0.5 degrees to the left of straight ahead when the participant was seated on
the passenger’s side. The targets were constructed of retroreflective sheeting affixed to square
aluminum plates that were 305 mm on each side. The “C” was made of white retroreflective
sheeting and the background was made of green retroreflective sheeting. These materials were
selected in order to simulate the appearance of roadway signs.

Simulated Rain and Wind. Rain and wind were simulated in this experiment. Rain was
simulated by spraying water onto the vehicle’s windshield. The resulting coverage was uniform
over the area of the windshield through which participants could view the target. The rate at which
water was applied could be varied (either 10 or 12 L/min), and the patterns of coverage were
similar for the two rates. Both levels of water flow appeared to be comparable to that experienced
while driving in a natural, moderate-to-heavy rainfall.

In order to simulate the wind, which normally aids in removing the beaded water from the
windshield of a vehicle in motion, two leaf blowers were mounted on the front of the vehicle.
These blowers produced a wind speed of about 58 km/h (36 mph), as measured on the exterior of
the windshield at the participant's line of sight to the target. The apparatus for the simulated rain
and wind could be positioned on either the driver’s or passenger’s side of the vehicle. It was
positioned low on the hood in order not to obstruct the participant’s view of the target or of the
glare from headlamps in the nighttime testing.

Independent Variables

Hydrophobic Treatment. Hydrophobic treatment of the windshield was a within-subject
variable. The windshield of the research vehicle was thoroughly cleaned with isopropyl alcohol,
and new windshield wiper blades were installed. One half of the windshield was then treated with
a commercially available hydrophobic coating, following the manufacturer’s directions for
application. Additional treatments were applied after every 4 - 6 hours of testing in order to
maintain the hydrophobicity at near peak performance. The manufacturer’s directions were also
followed for additional applications. One half of the participant group received the hydrophobic
treatment on the driver’s side of the windshield, and the other half received the hydrophobic
treatment on the passenger’s side. When the treated side of the windshield was changed, the
hydrophobic treatment was thoroughly removed (in accordance with the manufacturer’s
recommendations), and the windshield was examined to ensure that no residual treatment
remained.



Parﬁcipant Age. There were two age groups, younger and older. Sixteen participants were
between the ages of 20 and 30 (mean = 25.8 years), and 16 were between the ages of 60 and 70
(mean = 65.6 years). |

Flow Rate. Flow rate was a between-subjects variable. Sixteen participants performed the
Landolt C task while water was sprayed onto the windshield at a rate of 10 L/min, and the
remaining 16 participants received a flow rate of 12 L/min. The two rates of simulated rain are
believed to be appropriate amounts of water for the selected windshield wiper setting (low). Both
Jevels of flow rate appeared as a “moderate to heavy rainfall.” All testing was performed without
active natural precipitation. The vehicle’s windshield wipers ran continuously during the
experiment at the rate of 1.5 s for a complete cycle (i.e., bottom of the windshield to full extension
and back to the bottom).

Time of Day. Time of day was a between-subjects variable. Sixteen individuals
participated in the experiment during the daytime, under partly cloudy to cloudy conditions, and the
remaining 16 participated at night. The targets were illuminated by a standard U.S. low-beam
headlamp during the nighttime condition, energized by a voltage-regulated power supply set at

' 12.8 V. This headlamp was located 22.8 m from the target, 0.6 m above the pavement, and
positioned in line with the centerlines of the target and the research vehicle. The luminance of the
target for the nighttime condition, as viewed from the position of the participants (through the
research vehicle windshield) was approximately 2.5 cd/m? for the green background and 6.4 cd/m?
for the white letter C. Liminance measurements were taken using the 38.1 m viewing distance
and oversized samples of the same retroreflective material used in producing the stimuli.

Glare. Within the nighttime condition, the presence or absence of glare was an additional
within-subject variable. The glare sources consisted of two pairs of standard U.S. low-beam
headlamps. The two sets of headlamps were located 3.7 m (centerline of headlamp set to
centerline of vehicle) on either side of the research vehicle, at a distance of 15.2 m, and 0.6 m
above the pavement. The center-to-center separation between headlamps in a set was 1.2 m. Only
one set of headlamps, those located on the side closest to the participant, was energized at a time.
These headlamps were energized by voltage-regulated power supplies set at 12.8 V. The level of
illumination reaching the participants' eyes was maintained at approximately 1 lux.

Dependent Variables

The purpose of this experiment was to quantify the effects of hydrophobic treatment on
visual performance under simulated conditions of use. It was believed a priori that the
hydrophobic treatment would influence visual performance, more specifically affecting the
minimum visual angle resolved. However, the visual acuity task used here is likely to be affected

both by the participants fundamental visual acuity, and the amount of time devoted to the task. By



measuring the responsé time to targets, in both treated and untreated conditions, it was possible to
evaluate whether any apparent differences in acuity could be attributed to differences in subjects’
self-imposed time limits. |

Visual Acuity - Landolt C Recognition. Performance on the Landolt C task is determined
by the smallest gap size (minimum visual angle) in the letter “C” a participant can detect when the
gap is presented in one of four possible locations, separated by 90 degrees (up, down, left, or
right). The range of gap sizes, and the associated subtended visual angles used, were previously
presented in Table 1. '

Response Time. Response time in the Landolt C task was defined as the time from when
the stimulus was first exposed to when the participant reported the orientation of the gap (up,
down, left, or right). Response times were collected manually for each trial by aresearcher located
in the seat behind the participant. Participants were not aware that response times were being
recorded.

Design

Daytime Condition. Participants in the daytime condition took part in two blocks of trials,
one seated on the driver’s side and one seated on the passenger’s side. Each block consisted of 32
trials, excluding practice trials. The total time it took one participant to complete the two daytime
- blocks (64 trials, plus practice trials) was approximately 25 minutes. There was an equal number
of participants (2) for each combination of hydrophobic treatment, participant age group and flow
rate. The sex of participants was also balanced over these conditions (one male and one female in
each combination).

Nighttime Condition. Participants in the nighttime condition took part in four blocks of
trials, two seated on the driver’s side and two seated on the passenger’s side (once each with and
without oncoming glare). Each block consisted of 32 trials, excluding practice trials. The total
time it took one participant to complete the four nighttime blocks (128 trials, plus practice trials)
was approximately 40 minutes. As in the daytime condition, there was an equal number of
participants (2) for each combination of hydrophobic treatment, participant age group and flow
rate, and there was one male and one female for each combination of these variables. The order of
glare treatment was partially counterbalanced across participants.

Procedure _

The staircase method, a psychophysical method used to determine absolute and difference
thresholds, was employed. Each condition began by presenting the largest stimulus gap size,
33.5 mm. When the orientation of the target was correctly identified, then the subsequent stimulus
was 40% smaller. This process of reductions, in step size by 40%, continued until a participant



_ incorrectly identified the orientation of the target (a reversal). The first trial after this reversal
always began with the stimulus that was one Jevel of gap size (20 %) larger than the incorrectly
identified target. Starting with the first trial after the initial reversal, a series of 32 trials was
presented with gap size increasing by one step (20%) after each trial on which a participant’s
response was incorrect, and decreasing by one step (20%) after each correct response. The
reversals, the points at which the order of increasing or decreasing stimulus size changed, were
considered estimates of the participant’s threshold. The average of these transition points over the
39 trials was considered the participant's threshold for a given condition.

One experimenter placed the stimuli in a frame, mounted on a tripod. A second
experimenter recorded the stimuli presented, whether the participant correctly identified the
stimulus orientation (communicating via CB radio with the participant), and instructed the first
experimenter as to which stimulus to present next. A third experimenter, seated behind the
participant, provided instructions for the task, recorded response times, and ensured that the
prescribed protocol was followed. The specific instructions to participants were as follows:

In this study you will be seated in a car and asked to look at targets located across a
parking lot. The targets are always the letter “C,” but vary in orientation and size. You
will be asked to state which direction the opening in the letter “C” is pointed; up, down,
left, or right. Even if you can not accurately judge the orientation of the target, you must
still guess.

Example:

o O O C

Water will be sprayed on the windshield to simulate rain, and blowers will be turned
on to simulate wind. You will be asked to report the orientation of the targets to the
experimenters using a hand-held CB radio. Please respond as rapidly as possible after
the experimenter has stepped out from in front of the target.

We recognize that this is a difficult task, but we ask you to try as hard as possible to
correctly identify the orientation of the targets presented.
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RESULTS

Glare Conditions

The glare condition, examined only during nighttime testing, was found in preliminary
analyses not to influence performance on either dependent measure, either as a main effect or as
part of any higher order interactions. Consequently, the data were collapsed across glare
conditions, thereby eliminating glare as a variable, but retaining time of day as an independent

variable.

Analyses of Covariance

Two analyses of covariance (ANCOVA) were performed, one each for the two dependent
measures of visual acuity and response time. ANCOVA is a procedure that uses statistical control
to remove the effects of a variable, also known as a covariate, that is believed to be correlated with
an independent measure, particularly where strict experimental control of the covariate is difficult
or impractical. ANCOVA determines whether there are differences among groups or conditions
observed in the experiment, over and above those differences that could be accounted for by the
covariate. The covariate in these analyses was the standardized score (z) of visual acuity obtained
with the OPTEC 2000 vision tester, as it was expected to be correlated with participant age, and
may affect the measure of visual acuity used in the experimental task (Landolt C recognition). All
means reported here are adjusted means from the AN COVA:s.

Response Time. Of the four main-effects (hydrophobic treatment, participant age, flow
rate, and time of day), and all possible interactions, only the main effect of hydrophobic treatment
was statistically significant, F(1,16) =29.8, p < 0.0001. Specifically, the response times of
participants to the Landolt C recognition task were shorter when performed with a hydrophobically
treated windshield (mean = 3.0 s) than for the same task in the untreated condition (mean = 4.2 s).
This result is illustrated in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Response time by hydrophobic treatment condition.

Visual Acuity. Hydrophobic treatment and time of day had statistically significant effects
on visual acuity, F(1,16) = 85.5, p < 0.0001 and F(1,16) = 17.4, p = 0.0007, respectively.
Participants were able to detect targets of smaller subtended visual angle through a hydrophobically
treated windshield (mean = 1.0 min) than through one that was untreated (mean = 1.5 min)

(Figure 3), and also detect targets of smaller subtended visual angle in the daytime condition (mean
= 0.9 min) as opposed to nighttime (mean = 1.5 min) (Figure 4).
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Figure 3. Visual acuity by hydrophobic treatment condition.
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Figure 4. Visual acuity by time of day.
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Several two-way interactions were statistically significant. Figure 5 illustrates the
interaction of hydrophobic treatment condition and time of day, F(1,16) =21.8, p = 0.0003. A
Student-Newman-Keuls post-hoc analysis of the results showed participants were better at
detecting targets of smaller subtended visual angle in the treated-daytime condition than in the
remaining three conditions. The treated-nighttime condition was not statistically different from the
untreated-daytime condition (o = 0.05). The untreated-nighttime condition was statistically
different from the other three conditions and resulted in the poorest overall performance.
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Figure 5. Visual acuity by hydrophobic treatment condition and time of day.
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Figure 6 shows the interaction of participant age and time of day F (1,16) =7.0, p = 0.018.
A Student-Newman-Keuls post-hoc analysis of the results showed that both younger and older
participants were better at detecting targets in the daytime condition than in the nighttime condition,
and that, in the nighttime condition, younger participants were better than older individuals. The
difference between younger and older participants in the daytime condition was not significant.
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Figure 6. Visual acuity by age and time of day.
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Figure 7 shows the interaction of water flow rate and time of day, F(1,16) =6.5,p=
0.022. A Student-Newman-Keuls post-hoc énalysis of the results showed that the pairwise
comparison between the daytime and nighttime treatments with high flow rate (12 L/min) were not
significantly different from one another. The three remaining pairwise comparisons between
treatments were significant.
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Figure 7. Visual acuity by flow rate and time of day.

In addition, two three-way interactions were statistically significant. Figure 8 shows the
interaction of hydrophobic treatment, time of day, and participant age, F(1,8) = 6.2, p = 0.024, and
Figure 9 shows the interaction of hydrophobic treatment, time of day, and flow rate, F (1,8) =6.2,
p = 0.024. It should be noted, particularly in Figure 8, that the benefit of hydrophobic treatment
appears to be proportional (18% - 42% improvement) to visual performance without hydrophobic
treatment.
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Figure 8. Visual acuity by treatment condition, age, and time of day.
25 T
5|
(3
2
8 2
o
Ag 15T Untreated
_ =L O Treated
sE
@ 1T
>
o
S
e 057
2
2
3
n 0 - L_{
Daytime, Daytime, Nightime, Nighttime,
10 Umin 12 L/min 10 LUmin 12 L/min

Time of Day and Flow Rate
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DISCUSSION

The application of hydrophobic treatment to the windshield of an automobile, under
simulated rainy-driving conditions, resulted in significantly improved visual acuity and decreased
response time to recognize a simple target. The improvement in response time was, on average,
greater than one second: equivalent to more than 27 m of travel at 100 kmvh. The improvement in
visual acuity was also rather large (approximately 34% in terms of the minimum visual angle
resolved). By way of comparison, visual acuity improved in the treated-nighttime condition to a
level that was not significantly different from performance in the untreated-daytime condition
(Figure 5). Although these findings require validation under conditions of actual rain, and in real-
world driving conditions, the preliminary indications are that the introduction of hydrophobic
coatings to automotive windshields can substantially improve driver visual acuity and response
time (Figures 2 and 3). ‘

Despite the illumination of the target by a headlamp in the nighttime condition, visual
acuity in the daytime condition was significantly better than at night (Figure 4). It is in the
nighttime condition, particularly for older participants, that the hydrophobic treatment appears to
provide the greatest benefit in terms of comparison with an untreated condition (Figures 5 and 8).
Performance by both age groups was influenced by the time of day and treatment conditions.
However, younger participants consistently showed better performance than older participants
(Figures 6 and 8).

Although there was no main effect of flow rate, the interaction of time of day and flow rate
produced an unexpected result. Participants were able to detect targets of smaller subtended visual
angle in the nighttime condition with the higher level of water flow (Figure 7). The reason for this
result is unclear. The remaining statistically significant effects, three-way interactions, all showed
improved visual acuity resulting from the hydrophobic treatment (Figures 8 and 9). 4

The experimental conditions in the present study simulated moderate to heavy amounts of
rainfall, windshield wipers on at all times, and a moderate traveling speed. This experiment did
not examine the scenario of very light rainfall, windshield wipers off, and a low traveling speed.
In the later scenario, increased nighttime glare may result from water beading that is not rapidly
removed. In addition, the current study was only performed under circumstances where the
hydrophobic coating was applied as specified by the manufacturer, and believed to be near peak
performance. Similar levels of improvement in visual acuity may not be observed with worn, or
less effective, applications of hydrophobic coating. The durability of these treatments, and the

resulting effects on visual acuity, remain to be investigated.
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CONCLUSION

This experiment evaluated potential visual acuity benefits of hydrophobic coating products
under simulated conditions of use. In general, this experiment showed that these products appear
to significantly improve driver visual acuity and response time. However, this experiment did not
address the durability or longevity of these products, as the hydrophobic coating was only tested
when it was expected to be near peak performance. Therefore the benefits associated with
hydrophobic coatings that were demonstrated here may diminish with time and wear, more or less
slowly, depending on the durability of different hydrophobic treatments. Additional testing, under
real-world driving conditions, where actual precipitation and durability are examined, would be
desirable.
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